Too Many Ports
in a Storm:

The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

By Laura Eadie
with Su-Min Lim and Michael Hayman

November 2013



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication de

Laura Eadie is the Research Director for the Sustainable Economy Program at CPD. She is
the co-author of ‘Stocking up: Securing our marine Economy’, ‘Farming smarter not harder:
Securing our agricultural economy’ and ‘Going solar: Renewing Australia’s electricity options’
published by the Centre for Policy Development. Laura’s core skill is providing rigorous thinking
to support evidence-based decision-making, with a focus on the intersection of policy, economics
and sustainability. Laura has worked as a corporate strategy consultant with Port Jackson
Partners, managed climate funds for a green finance company, and as a policy analyst for the
Natural Resources Commission. Laura is a UTS Business School Associate and has qualifications
in environmental management, finance and investment, and industrial chemistry.

Published by the Centre for Policy Development | Occasional Paper 32 | 1835-0135

The Sustainable Economy Program aims to identify options for Australia to flourish while bringing
our economy within environmental limits. Australia has tremendous opportunity to leverage our
natural resources and skills in innovation to build a fair, sustainable and prosperous economy —
one that provides a secure future for all of us.

Too many ports in a storm continues a series of reports looking at the costs of short-term
thinking to Australia’s economy, and the long-term benefits of policies to manage our resources
and environment to support economic prosperity and opportunity.

The Sustainable Economy Program is funded by the Graeme Wood Foundation, the Thomas
Foundation, the Ian Potter Foundation, Grant Mathews, Danny Mathews, The Mullum Trust, the
Fairer Futures Fund, the PACE Foundation, and the Curlew Fund, Digger & Shirley Martin Fund,
Hamer Family Fund, Melliodora Fund and Koshland Innovation Fund of the Australian Communities
Foundation, as well as the CPD Ideas Sustainers who make regular donations towards our research.

CPD thanks all of our funders for their generous support. CPD would like to thank the Thomas
Foundation for contributing funding to this report through their donation to WWF. The analysis and
conclusions of this report are the author’s own and do not necessarily reflect the views of our funders.

To learn more about the Sustainable Economy Program and find out how you can contribute see
http://cpd.org.au/sustainable-economy/

The Centre for Policy Development is a progressive think tank dedicated to seeking out creative,
viable ideas and innovative research to inject into Australia’s policy debates. We give a diverse
community of thinkers space to imagine solutions to Australia’s most urgent challenges, and do
what it takes to make their ideas matter. Find out more at http://cpd.org.au

All CPD papers are released under a Creative Commons license. Extracts, summaries or the whole
paper may be reproduced provided the author, the title and CPD are attributed, with a link to
the publication and our website at http://cpd.org.au. For more details on the Creative Commons
Attribution 3.0 Australia licence that applies to this paper, see http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/3.0/au/



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

Contents
Main points 1
As boom turns to bust, surplus port capacity has real costs 10
High expectations drove rapid port expansion 10
Projected growth in energy exports may not be realised 12
Leaving a legacy of competitive disadvantage, and stranded asset risk 13
Boom-time policies do not produce sensible economic outcomes 15
Queensland’s policies incentivise inefficient port investment 15
The Government’s ‘gold rush’ mentality amplified these incentives 15
This was compounded by a failure to consistently value the environment 19
Queensland's draft ports strategy raises more questions than it answers 20
Fortunately, Queensland has time to get its strategic planning right 21
Appendix 1: Coal port capacity, throughput and utilisation 22
Appendix 2: Sediment from dredging and land runoff 24
Notes 25




Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

List of tables

Table 1 Entities involved in port development, their incentives and perverse outcomes 16

Table 2 Staffing cuts in Queensland government departments responsible for granting 18
environmental authorities - 2012 budget

Table 3 Queensland coal port capacity 22

Table 4 Sediment loads from dredging versus catchment runoff 24

List of figures

Figure 1 Queensland coal growth — history and projections 10

Figure 2 Coal port capacity and current throughput — major GBR ports 11

Figure 3 Global seaborne thermal coal trade growth — history vs Goldman Sachs’ 12
projections

Figure 4 Queensland coal port utilisation — current vs 2017 projections 13




Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

CPD would like to thank the following people for their generous assistance and advice during the

research, writing and editing of this report. All conclusions and any errors that remain are the

authors’ own.

Jim Binney
Jon Brodie

Dr Alana Grech
Prof Richard Kenchington
Diane Tarte

The Sustainable Economy
Reference Group

Principal, MainStream Economics and Policy
Senior Principal Research Officer, James Cook University

Lecturer in Spatial Information Science, Macquarie
University

Leader Integration Theme, CSIRO Coastal Cluster
Australian National Centre for Ocean resources and Security

Director, Marine Ecosystem Policy Advisors

Mark Burford, Tony Douglas, Lydia Gibson, Francis Grey,
Dr Steve Hatfield-Dodds, Nick Heath, Frank Muller,
Dr Chris Riedy, Dave West

Particular thanks go to Zoe Cox, Ian McAuley, Geoff Shuetrim and Adam Walters for peer

reviewing the report content.

Special thanks go to Su-Min Lim and Michael Hayman for their research assistance.



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

Queensland’s port network & proposed future commodity export movements

\ o  Minor Port
© Medium Port
@ Major Port
! ——— Shipping Channel
X = ,\t — Rail Transport Network
i Quintell 7
Welpa. Beach(\&3 |:| Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area
%%
(4 Bathurst Mineral Province
5 I Coal Province
Wongai\ - Designated Shipping Areas
s B Recrs
=P Proposed coal movement
=== Proposed mineral and concentrate
movement
Karumba \\4
T Coral Sea
Lucinday X 2* 4 .
Townsville
S ik
AbbotiPoint
Yo i
1 *’};
Mackay:. : 1’31
‘Haypoint™*
Queensland LN ~
Galilee
B
Almay :j‘
Gladstone
t Bundaberg
Ba
o 75 150 300 Cla oreton
T T T | Brisbane
Kilometers




Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

A boom in energy resource development has driven significant port expansion in Queensland
to service additional coal and gas exports. Five major commodity ports and 10 other trading
ports are spread out along the Queensland coast, adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef. In response
to domestic and international concerns over the ‘ad hoc’ expansion of ports and shipping, and
as part of a national planning process, the Queensland Government recently released a draft
Queensland Ports Strategy for consultation.

However, as boom turns to bust, port capacity has shifted from a shortfall to a surplus.

»  Coal ports are operating at 65 per cent of capacity, and utilisation may remain
below the industry average of 85 per cent if the global thermal coal market shifts to
structural oversupply, or Queensland loses market share to cheaper producers, or
both.

»  Duplication of liquefied natural gas (LNG) ports on Curtis Island at Gladstone is
dragging down industry competitiveness even before the first gas exports flow.

This report finds that surplus port capacity puts Queensland at competitive disadvantage in the
near-term, and at risk of stranded assets in the long-term.

Queensland is already losing competitiveness in global thermal coal and LNG markets due to
poor commercial investment decisions. Australia’s thermal coal production shifted from the
competitive lower half of the global cost curve firmly into the upper half between 2006 and 2012.
This reflects a mining productivity slowdown since the mid 1980’s, driven by capital investment
in lower quality deposits. LNG is similarly challenged, with construction costs estimated to be 20
— 30 per cent more than overseas competitors. This is not helped by duplication of port loading
facilities at three separate LNG gas hubs on Curtis Island at Gladstone.

Surplus port capacity raises fixed costs and further lowers the short-term competitiveness
of energy exports. Over the longer-term, duplicate ports could become stranded assets. An
increasing number of investment banks are warning of financial risks to thermal coal mines with
high production costs, as the global market shifts to structural oversupply.

Surplus port capacity is a problem for the Queensland government, not just the private sector.

»  Any industry under financial pressure is likely to push to lower employment
standards and may cut corners on environmental management.

»  Stranded assets would lead to rapid economic restructuring, with significant financial
pain as people lose jobs and the government loses revenue from royalties and ports.

»  Dredging for port capacity that may not be needed has unquantified, but potentially
significant environmental costs. A recent study indicated that the impacts of sediment
from dredge spoil dumped in reef waters may have been significantly under-estimated.

The underlying problem is that boom-time policies don’t produce sensible economic outcomes.
Many of the entities involved in port development have incentives aligned with inefficient
investment in ports during a boom. Queensland’s policy settings and government attitudes have
served to amplify rather than check the irrational exuberance of private investors.
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Queensland’s draft Ports Strategy signals the government is now serious about co-ordinating
more sensible investment in ports. However, planning alone will not improve the utilisation of
current ports, nor lead to more efficient investment in the future.

Queensland needs to address the perverse incentives, inadequate information and confused
governance that led to current surplus capacity. Queensland also needs to take tangible steps
to lift the utilisation of current ports, before any further developments go ahead within newly
proposed priority port development areas.

The Queensland Government must address 5 key questions:

1. How will utilisation be improved — what practical tools can co-ordinate sharing of
spare port capacity?

2. How will forecasting be improved — how will adequate information flows be
achieved in the face of:

» Increasingly complex and unpredictable global energy markets

»  Poorly monitored, complex risks to the Great Barrier Reef from port development

3. How will investment be co-ordinated across ports — how will master plans be
integrated to improve supply chain efficiency and environmental outcomes along the
Queensland coast?

4. How will efficient investment be facilitated — what changes can be made to
ensure open access ports have incentives to invest in new capacity when needed, and
reduce port authorities’ incentives to encourage inefficient investment?

5. How will environmental costs be fully accounted for — what changes can be made
to ensure commercial decisions consider risks to the reef upfront, not as an afterthought?

Until these questions are answered, it would be economically irresponsible to continue to expand
capacity within priority port development areas.

Fortunately, Queensland has time to get its strategic planning right. If global thermal coal
demand growth slows as expected by investment banks, current and committed port capacity will
be sufficient to 2017 and beyond. Even if more optimistic projections of coal exports are achieved,
only one of the already approved Wiggins Island or Abbot Point T3 expansions would be needed
by 2020 — or at most both by 2025. With a 5-year lead time to develop new ports, this means no
further approvals need to be decided before 2020.

Five concrete actions are needed to address the questions raised above:

1. Facilitate trading of port capacity. Auctions or online trading could co-ordinate
sharing of spare capacity within ports, overcoming regulatory constraints on exchanging
commercial information. Trading of options for future port capacity could also provide a
transparent, forward looking indicator of the need for new capacity across ports.

2, Improve the quality and speed of information flows

»  Ensure independent reviews of projected export volumes include a wider range of
scenarios for the interaction of global market growth and Queensland’s market share.

» Create an independent, permanent, and fully funded science panel to ensure
monitoring and reporting of risks to the reef from port development are included in
the 5-yearly Outlook reports for the reef.
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3. Improve strategic planning for ports

» At state-level, establish an independent committee to identify and prioritise those
port, rail and road expansions which will improve supply chain efficiency and
minimise environmental impacts.

» At port-level, create a statutory requirement for master plans to consider
environmental values and impacts. This would close a loophole under which port
authorities have no legal obligation to consider ecologically sustainable development.

4. Encourage risk sharing between port authorities, port developers and port
users. This could be through contracts in which several parties share costs if ports need
to be expanded, or are under-utilised.

5. Create an independent umpire to assess the full costs and benefits of
current and proposed dredging options, including the environmental costs of
dumping in the Great Barrier Reef, prior to further environmental approvals.

If the Queensland Government passes over this opportunity to plan for the future, it will leave
a legacy of lower competitive advantage and higher environmental costs for all Queenslanders.
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As boom turns to bust, surplus port capacity has real costs

Along Queensland’s coastline there are 15 trading ports.! Most of these are next to the Great
Barrier Reef (GBR), with ships passing through the World Heritage Area to reach them.? The
GBR ports handle 78 per cent of Queensland’s inbound and outbound trade volume, with exports
worth $40 billion in 2011-12.3 Coal dominates trade though GBR ports, accounting for 8o per
cent of inbound and outbound volume over the last decade.# Currently around 70 per cent of this
is metallurgical coal used for making iron and steel, and around 30 per cent thermal coal which
is burnt to produce electricity.5

Queensland’s energy exports have been projected to surge, largely in response to expected
demand from Asia. As Figure 1 shows, in 2011 the Queensland Resources Council projected
exports could more than triple by 2020, based on a survey of coal industry members. Independent
Commonwealth Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics (BREE) projections made in 2012
are for more modest increases, but still faster than historical growth. The BREE high market
share projection assumes rapid growth in thermal coal to make up around 40 per cent of total
coal exports by 2025.°

Figure 1: Queensland coal growth — history and projections

Percent per year Projected coal
volume in 2020

History ‘
2001 - 2011 _ 3.9% 1.5 x 2010 levels
Projections ) )
(2010-2020) Low Medium High
Cwealth market share market share market share
wealt \ 1 v
Bureau of
Resources I 6.0% 1.6-1.8 x 2010 levels

& Energy

. 1%
Economics 5-1%

Queensland
Rail

Queensland
Resources 13.3% 3.5x 2010 levels
Council
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

Note: Data is based on combined thermal and metallurgical coal volumes. Coal industry figures
are for coal production volumes, other figures are for coal export volumes.

Source: CPD analysis based on BREE, 2012; QR Network, 2009; Deloitte Access Economics
report to Queensland Resources Council, 2011.789
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Growth in liquefied natural gas (LNG) exports is also projected to be rapid. This is a new export
industry for Queensland, the first in the world to use coal seam gas to produce LNG. If all proposed
projects go ahead, Queensland’s production is projected to expand to as much as 37 per cent of
Australia’s total LNG exports by 2025.1°

A boom in energy resource development has driven significant port expansion in Queensland.
Coal port capacity has increased to 270 million tonnes per year, up from the 167 million tonnes
available in 2009.***2 This is a 60 per cent increase since the coal industry flagged concerns
about a shortfall in port capacity constraining exports by 2015, unless critical infrastructure was
rapidly developed.® LNG has also contributed to port expansion, with three separate ports and
production facilities under construction on Curtis Island in Gladstone Harbour.*# The ultimate
volume of LNG export capacity is estimated to be 35 — 45 million tonnes a year.'

Much greater port expansion is proposed by 2020 to 2025. As Figure 2 shows, the combined coal
handling capacity of the major GBR ports would triple if all proposals go ahead. The proposed
expansion of Abbot Point to service potential new thermal coal mines in the Galilee Basin is
particularly significant. Coal capacity would expand 6-fold if all proposed increases go ahead.
This would transform Abbot Point from a relatively small port to one that rivals the size of Hay
Point and Gladstone.

Figure 2: Coal port capacity and current throughput — major GBR ports

Million tonnes of coal per annum
. 250
Abbott Point
200
Hay Point
B Current throughput
Current capacity
m 138 B Committed capacity increase
Gladstone Proposed capacity increase by 2020-25
0 100 200 300 400

Source: CPD analysis, see Appendix for detail and data sources.
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Projected growth in energy exports may not be realised

Early this year, China changed the outlook for thermal coal growth dramatically. China’s State
Council, or cabinet, set a target to keep total energy consumption below 4 billion tonnes of coal
equivalent by 2015.1° Since 2000, China has been the largest driver of growth in thermal coal
trade. Since 2000, China’s coal consumption has more than doubled to reach 3.8 billion tonnes
in 2011, almost as much as the rest of the world combined.”” China is also the world’s largest
producer of thermal coal, so even a small shift in China’s domestic supply and demand balance
has a large influence on world trade. %1

New investment bank research takes China’s goal to limit coal consumption seriously. Recent
reports from investment banks Citi and Bernstein suggest demand for thermal coal may soon
decline globally as a result of China’s policies to focus on energy efficiency and switch to cleaner
fuels.?° As Figure 3 shows, analysts at Goldman Sachs predict average annual growth in thermal
coal will drop to 1 per cent a year, shifting the export market into oversupply.>

Figure 3: Global seaborne thermal coal trade growth — history vs Goldman Sachs’
projections

Percent per year

History

e _ 7%

Goldman Sachs’
projections

2013 - 2017 . 1%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

Source: Lelong et al, 2013.%

Queensland is at a competitive disadvantage in a market with slow or declining thermal coal
trade. Australia’s existing thermal coal mines shifted from the competitive lower half of the global
cost curve firmly into the upper half between 2006 and 2012.23 This reflects the broader mining
sector productivity slowdown since the mid 1980’s, which was driven by decisions to invest in
lower quality deposits that cost more to extract.>* Mines with a high cost of production are likely
to lose, rather than gain, share in an oversupplied market.

LNG faces similar challenges to thermal coal. Industry competitiveness is being dragged down by
construction costs estimated to be 20 to 30 per cent higher than emerging foreign competitors.2
Each of the three LNG gas hubs on Curtis Island is being built with separate loading facilities,
with such duplication now an acknowledged driver of high costs. Unless global LNG prices are

12
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high enough, Queensland LNG may be priced out of the market before production from new
facilities on Curtis Island begins.

Future energy resource projects face even greater challenges. The Australian Coal Association
acknowledges that the majority of proposed new thermal coal mines in Australia are at risk of
losing investment to cheaper emerging competitors.2® More relevant for Queensland, recent
financial analysis of the proposed Alpha Coal project in the Galilee Basin concluded the cost of
production would leave it uneconomic.?” Also of relevance for Queensland’s LNG plants, McKinsey
& Co recently warned that even cost effective expansions will fail to close the competitive gap
between Australia and emerging rivals overseas.2®

So Queensland may not see anything like the growth in energy exports projected just a few years
ago.

Leaving a legacy of competitive disadvantage, and stranded asset risk

Queensland’s coal ports are operating below historical levels of utilisation, and may continue
to do so if global trade slows. As Figure 4 shows, coal exports over the last three years used
only 63 per cent of port capacity, on average'. If Commonwealth BREE projections for growth
are realised, this could lift to 89 per cent by 2017. However, if the thermal coal market slows,
utilisation may only reach 78 per cent. This is below the industry’s historical level of 85 per cent.?

Figure 4: Queensland coal port utilisation — current vs 2017 projections

Annual coal exports as a percentage of port capacity

Based on
5 C'wealth BREE
100% / export projections
90% — 89%
Industry history
80% - 85% utilisation ~— Derived from

Goldman Sachs
global market

__projections

70%

63%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

2010 - 2012 2017
average projection

Source: CPD analysis, see Appendix for details and data sources.

i Equipment constraints at the port of Abbot Point contributed to low utilisation, with one of two coal loaders out of
action for part of this time. If throughput at Abbot Point had been twice actual levels, utilisation across all ports would
have been 69 per cent.
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In the near-term, port capacity is a fixed cost which drags down competitiveness if it is not
needed. In general, exporters are locked into contracts which mean they have to pay for port
capacity whether they use it or not.

Some coal industry companies now recognise the cost of surplus capacity. In Gladstone, the
owners of the Wiggins Island Coal Export Terminal are trying to auction off half their 10.9 million
tonne capacity as surplus to requirements.3°

Yet others continue to plan for port developments, such as expansion of Abbot Point to support
exports from the Galilee Basin. This is despite World Bank long-term coal price forecasts of US$70
being well below the estimated US$120 needed for the economics of mining to stack up.332

The LNG industry has also recognised the cost of port duplication on Curtis Island. Santos
recently agreed to share pipelines with BG Group in a bid to control costs, but acknowledges that
competition to get to market first led to a missed opportunity to share port facilities.333¢+ However,
a fourth LNG plant with its own loading facilities has just been approved by the Queensland
government, and is awaiting Federal environmental approval.3s

In the longer-term, surplus ports may become stranded assets if mines become financially
unviable. In an industry-wide downturn, there is a risk port users will walk away from contracts
or fail to renew them, with other users unlikely to pick up the surplus capacity.

Amongst the investment community there is a concern that thermal coal mines with high costs
will become stranded assets in this decade, written off as a loss while more competitive foreign
producers take market share.3® This would have a knock-on effect on Queensland’s ports.

This is a problem for government, not just the private sector

Surplus port capacity should also be a concern for the Queensland Government for three reasons.
The competitive burden it places on industry may lead to pressure to lower other costs, including
wages and environmental management. If this leads to, or brings forward, the stranding of non-
financial mines, rapid economic restructuring would result in significant financial pain as people
lose jobs and the Government loses revenue from royalties and dividends from port authorities.
Development of surplus port capacity has potentially significant economic costs, which could
otherwise be avoided.

The next section discusses the underlying drivers of surplus port capacity.
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Port privatisation has led to wasteful duplication of major infrastructure, instead of efficiency.
Over the last thirty years, Australia has privatised or corporatized ports and their connecting
railways. Governments of all persuasions have assumed that the right governance and market
frameworks will lead to efficient private investment in infrastructure — avoiding a cycle of capacity
shortfall followed by capacity surplus. However, most of the incentives which lead to inefficient
investment remain in place, many of them reinforced or created by government policies.

A mining investment boom is a game in which all players seek short-term advantage, even if that
leads to long-term costs when the boom turns to bust. In a race to beat others to market, even
normally cautious investors will bid prices up to levels that are not supported by fundamentals in
a race to beat the market.

Many different entities are involved in the development of Queensland’s ports, often with multiple
and overlapping roles. However, in general the State government grants land to quasi-privatised
port authorities. Port authorities either develop port infrastructure themselves, develop in
partnership with private companies, or lease land to private operators. They also develop common-
user facilities, such as shipping channels. Mining companies either use shared infrastructure at
multiple user ports, or buy their own loading terminals and docks. Environmental approval may
be required from a range of different government agencies before developments go ahead.

As Table 1 shows, some of these entities have innate incentives aligned with excess port capacity
reinforced by Government policies. Where they don’t, Queensland’s policy creates such incentives.

Government attitudes can indirectly influence commercial development decisions. This influence
increases where the Government has multiple points of contact with developers and their planning
processes. Successive Queensland Governments’ desires for investment, jobs and royalties led to
a ‘gold rush’ mentality which amplified incentives for inefficient investment in port capacity.

Queensland’s government also has a direct influence on port development, since current port
governance creates unclear and overlapping government roles:

»  The Queensland Government both proposes port developments (through strategic
direction of port authorities) and assesses their environmental risks and impacts.3”

» The Queensland Government regulates prices for open access terminals, yet has a track
record of setting prices too low to finance expansions when capacity is needed.3®

» The Queensland Government also reserves the right to take action to enable
increased capacity to be developed by the government or other users if a leased port
chooses not to invest in increased capacity.3?

Examples on the following pages illustrate current and previous Queensland Governments’
attitudes to port development.
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Cod

outcomes

State
government

Port
authorities

(Government
Owned
Corporations)

Infrastructure
owners

Open access
terminals

Exclusive
terminals
Mining
companies

(Privately held or

publicly listed)

Environmental
authorities

(Government
agencies)

Facilitate
exports to
attract resource
investment

Compete with
other ports

Maximise profits

Raise charges
to finance new

capacity

Control supply
chain

Beat others to
market

Conduct
thorough risk
assessments

Hit royalty
targets in budget

Respond to
government
strategic
direction

Keep charges
low to simulate
competition

Avoid port
bottlenecks

]

‘Use it or lose it
clause implicit
in resource
licences

Speed up
assessments and
approvals

Table 1: Entities involved in port development, their incentives and perverse

Closeness to developer interests
led to ad hoc port expansion. 4o+

Failure to ‘reality check’ industry
forecasts led to royalties being
over-forecast 4 out of 5 years to
2012.42

Facilitation of new ports while
multiple user capacity still
available.#

Dredging committed based on
forecast growth in demand that is
uncertain.*

Regulatory intervention to lower
charges constrained development
of shared new capacity.4

Duplication of infrastructure
across more than one port.+

Developer pressure to accelerate
government approvals for
mines, ports and supporting rail
infrastructure.+”

Mining investors pressured state
government to approve duplicate
infrastructure.+®

Compromised quality and
accountability of assessments.+
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Queensland’s government failed to ‘reality check industry forecasts

Until late 2012, no one in Queensland’s government provided reality checks on projections of
coal or LNG exports, the port capacity needed, nor the royalties the government could expect.
Port authorities, Queensland Treasury and Government ministers all relied on each other, and
ultimately on industry data about the prospects for growth.

For example, the Queensland Government’s 2010 ‘Coal Plan’ relied on modelling by Wood
Mackenzie, an energy consultancy firm with mostly private industry clients.>° This assumed ‘no
reduction in 2010 real price levels for either thermal or metallurgical coal in the period to 2030.’5*
These forecasts turned out to be wildly over-optimistic. By September 2013 the price of thermal
coal had fallen to $US77.60 per metric tonne, a 22 per cent drop from its 2010 average.5

Queensland Treasury also has a mixed record of forecasting volumes. In 2008 they forecast coal
exports would grow 42 per cent by 2010, and a further 40 per cent by 2015.5 Yet between 2008-
09 and 2009-10, coal exports grew by only 15 per cent. The subsequent year, they shrank by 13
per cent, and the year after, grew by only 2 per cent - a massive shortfall from projections.54

The Queensland Government only reviewed forecasts in response to World Heritage Committee
concerns over ad hoc port development and expansion of shipping through the GBR. In October
2012, this review agreed with Commonwealth BREE forecasts for coal exports. It found ports
were operating at 45 — 60 per cent of capacity, and suggested improved utilisation may meet
increased demand for port calls.55

Quasi-privatised port authorities encouraged port duplication

Queensland’s port governance model makes Government Owned Corporations responsible for
managing the major GBR portsi. These corporatized, or quasi-privatised entities, are government
owned but run on a commercial basis. They must raise their own revenues, pay taxes and pay
any profits as dividends to the Queensland Government. They operate in competition with other
ports, but receive strategic direction from two shareholding ministers with industry portfolios.

New port capacity is generally financed by ‘take or pay’ contracts under which port users must
ship an agreed volume of material at a fixed price, or pay an equivalent amount to the port owners.
Port authorities may receive this revenue directly, or through rental payments, depending on who
owns the port. For example, at Abbot Point, the majority of revenue to North Queensland Bulk
Ports Corporation was from 15 year ‘take or pay’ contracts, with port users assuming the risk that
a connecting rail line would be built on time.5° This terminal has since been sold under a 99 year
lease.

Since end users have to pay for unused capacity, port authorities are insulated from any
downturns in export volumes. This means they have an incentive to encourage duplication of
port development.

For example, in 2011 Gladstone Ports Corporation encouraged the proposal for 12 to 22 million tonnes
of additional capacity at a new Fitzroy Terminal at Port Alma, stating the Port of Gladstone’s existing
75 million tonne coal terminal had no further development capacity and was fully committed.>”

ii  Queensland has one privately operated port, run by Port of Brisbane Pty Ltd, which is not located next to the GBR.
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Yet average export volumes over 2010 to 2012 were only 65 million tonnes. In 2012 Gladstone Ports
Corporation revealed plans for a future extra berth to increase capacity to 9o to 100 million tonnes a
year.5® Port Alma is a separate port north of the Port of Gladstone, but both are managed by Gladstone
Ports Corporation.

Environmental authorities buckled under the pressure to rush assessments

Successive Queensland Governments have a history of rushing through approvals for resource
projects, with disregard for the environmental consequences. In Queensland, different agencies
are responsible for granting environmental authorities, which are also known as environmental
approvals. These agencies are often under pressure to complete assessments too fast to properly
consider environmental risks.

In 2012, the Bligh Government demanded that public servants complete the environmental
assessment process for two multi-billion dollar projects within two weeks.

‘Once again I am faced with a physically impossible request, along with the other 8o
EIS projects that are starting to slip.’

Stuart Cameron, Director, Dept of Environment and Resource Management, May 4" 20126

The current Newman Government has continued down this path. It has boasted of ‘fast tracking’
development and mining approvals, and dismissed environmental concerns as ‘needless
duplication’ and ‘mindless green tape’.6%2

Dramatic staffing cuts have increased the pressure on public servants. This includes agencies
responsible for granting environmental authorities, such as the Department of Natural
Resources and Mines; Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry; and the Department of
Environment and Heritage Protection. As Table 2 shows, more than a thousand jobs have been
lost as these agencies have been forced to let go of an average of 16 per cent of staff..

Table 2: Staffing cuts in Queensland government departments responsible for
granting environmental authorities - 2012 budget

Number of Number of Percentage of
jobs cut staff remaining department cut
Department of Environment
. . 220 1,117 16%
and Heritage Protection
Department of Natural
. 360 2,444 13%
Resources and Mines
Department of Agriculture,
(0} 1,948 19%
Forestry and Fisheries e & Sk
Total 1,030 5,509 16%

Source: Ironside, 2012.%

iii  The functions of the former Department of Environment and Resource Management have been restructured into other
departments, including the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection.
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Lack of resources has serious implications for the quality and accountability of Queensland’s
environmental assessment and approval process.

The $6.5billion dollar Alpha coal mine approvalis a clear example. The Alpha mine in Queensland’s
Galilee Basin is set to be Australia’s largest coal mine. Owned by Indian company GVK and
Gina Reinhart’s Hancock Prospecting, it is scheduled to be up and running in 2016. Under an
existing agreement, the Commonwealth Government delegated environmental assessment to
Queensland, effectively relying on this information for their own approval process.

Federal Environment Minister Tony Burke described the Queensland assessment process as a
‘shambolic joke’, saying that the Newman Government failed to do basic research overseeing
the impact of the project, falling far short of federal standards regarding the environmental
assessment process.

Tension between the governments escalated, as the Commonwealth invested extra time and
money to assess the project. The Alpha project has now been approved by the Commonwealth,
but is under legal challenge in Queensland’s environment court.

Both Queensland and Commonwealth Governments place high financial value on reducing
pollution of reef waters. Poor water quality makes the reef vulnerable to loss of coral and an
increase in seaweeds and algae. So far, most attention has focused on inshore coastal water
quality, as the impacts from land run-off are well identified. Yet little attention has been paid to
monitoring the impacts of dredge sediment compared to land run-off.

In 2011, around half a million tonnes of sediment from catchment runoff was reduced. This
was one of several achievements from the $375 million governments invested in the Reef Water
Quality Protection Plan between 2008 and 2013.% Following this success, a further $298 million
has been committed for 2013 to 2018.%7

By comparison, 10 million tonnes of sediment could be mobilised during proposed capital
dredging and dumping of spoil from port developments in the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage
Area over the next 2-3 years.®® This has unquantified environmental costs, with a recent report
indicating the area and timeframe over which sediment from dumped dredge spoil can spread
may have been significantly under-estimated.®®

Yet neither port authorities, nor port users, have to cover the environmental costs of disposing
of dredge material in reef waters. Port authorities give very limited consideration to land based
disposal of dredge spoil, even though it may be viable in some cases and they are obliged to assess
opportunities for beneficial reuse on a case-by-case basis.” Allowing port authorities to cheaply
dispose of spoil by dumping it in reef waters, rather than minimising dredging by optimising
port capacity and design, as well as more thorough consideration of managing disposal on land,
compounds the incentives for inefficient investment in ports.

The next section looks at whether Queensland’s new approach to port planning can lead to more
sensible economic outcomes.
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The point of strategic planning is to co-ordinate the use, development and conservation of resources.
Queensland is still constructing its state-level planning process for ports. Draft strategies released
to date make small, first steps toward an effective planning system. However, the Queensland
Government will have to lift its game if it is to achieve better outcomes than in the past.

Queensland is engaged in several overlapping processes to improve port planning. The timeframes
and final outcomes for these processes are vague. A national process aims to improve planning
for ports and their connecting rail and road networks, yet does not consider port interactions
with marine systems.” In response to World Heritage Commission concerns over impacts on the
reef, the Queensland Government released a draft strategy for GBR ports in October 2012.72 In
mid-October this year, they released a draft Ports Strategy which covers all ports in Queensland.”

The draft Queensland Ports Strategy proposes four GBR ports as priority port development areas
(PPDAs), plus the Port of Brisbane. The Ports of Gladstone, Hay Point & Mackay, Abbot Point and
Townsville are slated for ongoing development. The government will prohibit capital dredging for
deepwater ports outside these PPDAs for ten years.

Some positive new initiatives should help improve future port planning. New 30-year master
plans will be developed for PPDAs, under statutory guidelines. Indicators for monitoring port
performance will help to identify problems once they have occurred. The commitment to staged,
incremental expansion based on independent demand forecasts should improve Queensland’s
previously ‘closed shop’ approach to port planning.

However, planning alone won’t lead to better utilisation of existing port capacity, nor more
efficient future investment.

Queensland also needs to address the perverse incentives, inadequate information and confused
governance that led to current surplus capacity, while taking tangible steps to lift the utilisation
of current ports, before any further developments go ahead within PPDAs.

The Queensland Government must address 5 key questions:

1. How will utilisation be improved — what practical tools can co-ordinate sharing of
spare port capacity?

2. How will forecasting be improved — how will adequate information flows be
achieved in the face of:
» Increasingly complex and unpredictable global energy markets
»  Poorly monitored, complex risks to the Great Barrier Reef from port development

3. How will investment be co-ordinated across ports — how will master plans be
integrated to improve supply chain efficiency and environmental outcomes along the
Queensland coast?

4. How will efficient investment be facilitated — what changes can be made to
ensure open access ports have incentives to invest in new capacity when needed, and
reduce port authorities’ incentives to encourage inefficient investment?

5. How will environmental costs be fully accounted for — what changes can be made
to ensure commercial decisions consider risks to the reef upfront, not as an afterthought?

Until these questions are answered, it would be economically irresponsible to continue to expand
capacity within priority port development areas.
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Slowing global demand and cheaper emerging competitors suggest Queensland should optimise
the use of current port capacity before building any more. As Figure 4 on page 13 shows, current
plus committed coal port capacity will be sufficient until after 2017 if thermal coal demand growth
slows. Even if the more optimistic Commonwealth BREE medium market share projections are
achieved, Queensland would only need to develop one of the approved 60 million tonne Wiggins
Island and Abbot Point T3 expansions by 2020 — or both by 2025.7

So Queensland has several years to get its strategic planning right for any developments that are
currently seeking approval. Once financial decisions are made, new terminals can be constructed
and operating within 5 years.” This means no further approvals need to be decided before 2020.

To ensure a strong economy, and a healthy Great Barrier Reef, the Queensland Government
should use this opportunity to drive more efficient use of current port capacity, more strategic
development of any future capacity, and minimise risks to the Great Barrier Reef.

Five concrete actions are needed to address the questions raised on the previous page:

1. Facilitate trading of port capacity. Auctions or online trading could co-ordinate
sharing of spare capacity within ports, overcoming regulatory constraints on exchanging
commercial information. Trading of options for future port capacity could also provide a
transparent, forward looking indicator of the need for new capacity across ports.

2. Improve the quality and speed of information flows

»  Ensure independent reviews of projected export volumes include a wider range of
scenarios for the interaction of global market growth and Queensland’s market share.

» Create an independent, permanent, and fully funded science panel to ensure
monitoring and reporting of risks to the reef from port development are included in
the 5-yearly Outlook reports for the reef.

3. Improve strategic planning for ports

» At state-level, establish an independent committee to identify and prioritise those
port, rail and road expansions which will improve supply chain efficiency and
minimise environmental impacts.

» At port-level, create a statutory requirement for master plans to consider
environmental values and impacts. This would close a loophole under which port
authorities have no legal obligation to consider ecologically sustainable development.

4. Encourage risk sharing between port authorities, port developers and port
users. This could be through contracts in which several parties share costs if ports need
to be expanded, or are under-utilised.

5. Create an independent umpire to assess the full costs and benefits of
current and proposed dredging options, including the environmental costs of
dumping in the Great Barrier Reef, prior to further environmental approvals.

If the Queensland Government passes over this opportunity to plan for the future, it will leave
a legacy of lower competitive advantage and higher environmental costs for all Queenslanders.
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Appendix 1: Coal port capacity, throughput and utilisation

To calculate coal port capacity, throughput and utilisation, a range of sources were used. The
method and assumptions for these estimates are outlined below.

Coal port capacity

Table 3: Queensland coal port capacity
Million tonnes

T1 50 50
To 70 70
T2 60 60
T3 60 60
AP-X Project 60 60
50 o 250 300

Dalrymple Bay Coal Terminal 85 85

Hay Point Services Coal Terminal 44 11 20 75

Dudgeon Point 180 180
129 11 200 340

Fitzroy Terminal 32 32

RG Tanna Terminal 75 25 100

Barney Point 8 -8

Yarwun Coal Terminal 50 50

Wiggins Island 27 63 90
83 19 138 240

8 2 10
Note: Barney Point at Port of Gladstone will be closed once Wiggins Island opens.

Sources: Current capacity from Department of Transport and Main Roads.” Committed and
proposed capacity from Environmental Impact Statements, Initial Advice Statements, Ports
Strategies or company statements.
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Throughput

Current throughput of 170 million tonnes per year was taken as the average over 2010 to 2012,
using data from Ports Australia.”

Two projections of throughput for 2017 were compared. At the high end, BREE projections of 269
million tonnes per year were used.”® As a lower estimate, thermal coal estimates were developed
by applying Goldman Sachs’ projected 1 per cent global growth to 2012 actual thermal coal exports
of 51 million tonnes, giving 54 million tonnes by 2012.7%8° This was added to BREE projections
for 182 million tonnes of metallurgical coal by 2017, giving 236 million tonnes per year.

Utilisation

Utilisation was calculated as throughput divided by capacity. Current utilisation was based on
current throughput divided by current capacity. Projected utilisation in 2017 was calculated as
projected throughput divided by current plus committed capacity.
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Appendix 2: Sediment from dredging and land runoff

To estimate the suspended sediment caused by capital dredge spoil and catchment runoff
respectively, several studies were used. The method and assumptions for these estimates are
outlined below.

Sediment from land runoff and capital dredge spoil

Table 4 shows estimates for sediment loads in Great Barrier Reef waters from annual catchment
runoff and the next three years of proposed capital dredging. Sources are explained below.

Table 4: Sediment loads from dredging versus catchment runoff

Million tonnes, per cent

Low 12.2 70% 8.5 0.51
High 13.1 70% 9.2 0.55
Low 33 30% 9.9
High 36 30% 10.8

The synthesis report Improved dredge management for the Great Barrier Reef region’ cites
existing estimations of 12.2 million and 13.1 million tonnes of total suspended sediment flowing
into the Great Barrier Reeflagoon from the ten major catchment areas.®? Typically, approximately
70 percent of land runoff consists of the fine material that contributes to suspended sediment.®s
Thus, average annual suspended sediment added by runoff is between 8.5 and 9.2 million tonnes.
The Reef Water Quality Protection Plan resulted in a 6 per cent reduction in the annual average
sediment load, or between 511,224 and 549,906 tonnes in 2011.54

According to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, between 33 and 36 million tonnes"
of dredge spoil will be disposed of in reef waters from capital dredging operations around Great
Barrier Reef ports over the next 2-3 years.®>8 Typically, approximately 30 per cent of capital
dredge spoil is the fine material that may contribute to suspended sediment.®” Thus, between 9.9
and 10.8 million tonnes of suspended sediment may be added to reef waters from port expansion
over the next 2-3 years.

Investment into the Reef Plan

From 2008-2013, the Australian government invested $200 million and the Queensland
government invested $175 million into the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan.®® Following
the success of the Reef Plan to date, the Australian government has committed a further $200
million for 2013-2018, and the Queensland government has committed $98 million of grants and
partnerships for this period.®

iv. The GBRMPA’s Ports and Shipping Information Sheet for August 2012 estimates capital dredging to amount to
approximately 36 million tonnes for 2013-2015, while the May 2013 update reduces this estimate to approximately 33
million tonnes.

24



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

1. Queensland Government, Queensland Ports Strategy Draft for Consultation, 2013, 9.

2.  Department of State Development Infrastructure and Planning, Great Barrier Reef Ports
Strategy Economic Analysis, 2012, v.

3. Queensland Government, Great Barrier Reef Ports Strategy, 2012, 7.

4. Department of State Development Infrastructure and Planning, Great Barrier Reef Ports
Strategy Economic Analysis, v.

5. Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics, Australian Bulk Commodity Exports and
Infrastructure — Outlook to 2025, 2012, 59.

6. Ibid.

7. Ibid., 56.

8. QR Network, 2009 Coal Rail Infrastructure Master Plan, 2009, 8.

0. Deloitte Access Economics, Queensland Resources Council - Queensland Resource Sector
State Growth Outlook Study, 2011, 16.

10. Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics, Australian Bulk Commodity Exports and
Infrastructure — Outlook to 2025, 67.

11.  CPD analysis, see Appendix for details.

12.  Bede (AustCoal Consulting Alliance Client Briefing) Boyle, Queensland Coal Export
Forecast to 2015 - Dependency on Development of Critical Coal Export Infrastructure, 2010, 3.

13. Ibid.
14. Gladstone Ports Corporation, 50 Year Strategic Plan, 2012, 13.
15.  Ibid.

16. Tang Danlu, “China’s Cabinet Approves Energy Consumption Control Target,” Xinhua,
January 2013, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2013-01/30/c_132139588.htm.

17.  US Energy Information Administration, “China Consumes Nearly as Much Coal as the
Rest of the World Combined,” 2013, http://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=9751.

18. World Coal Association, “Coal Facts 2013 (September Version),” Coal Statistics, 2013,
http://www.worldcoal.org/resources/coal-statistics/.

19. Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics, Australian Bulk Commodity Exports and
Infrastructure — Outlook to 2025, 55.

20. Craig MacKenzie, “Is the Tide Turning on ‘Big Carbon’? The Surprising Step Change in
the Stranded Assets Debate.,” Responsible-Investor.com, August 30, 2013,
http://www.responsible-investor.com/home/article/c_mac_sa/.

21.  Christian Lelong et al., The Window for Thermal Coal Investment Is Closing, 2013.

22. Ibid.

25



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication q3d

26

23. Sarah-Jane Tasker, “Low Prices, High Costs Threaten Thousands of Coal Jobs,” The
Australian, 2013.

24. Arif Syed, Quentin Grafton, and Kaliappa Kalirajan, Productivity in the Australian
Mining Sector, 2013, iv.

25.  Angela Macdonald-Smith, “LNG Competitiveness at Risk from Supply Gap,” Australian
Financial Review, May 28, 2013.

26. Australian Coal Association, “Budget Priorities 2013: Propsperity, Certainty,
Responsibility - Australia’s Future with Coal,” 2013, 5, http://www.australiancoal.com.au/
images/2013-05-06 Prosperity Certainty Responsibility - Australias Future with Coal.pdf.

27.  Tom Sanzillo and Tim Buckley, Stranded: A Financial Analysis of GVK’s Proposed Alpha
Coal Project in Australia’s Galilee Basin., 2013, 4.

28. Angela Macdonald-Smith, “LNG Competitiveness at Risk from Supply Gap,” Australian
Financial Review, May 28, 2013.

29. Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics, Australian Bulk Commodity Exports and
Infrastructure — Outlook to 2025, 96.

30. Rhiannon Hoyle, “Coal Miners Try to Unload Australian Port Assets,” Wall Street
Journal, 2013.

31. Knoema, “Coal Prices: Long-Term Forecast to 2020 - Australian Coal Price,” 2013,
http://knoema.com/xfakeuc/coal-prices-long-term-forecast-to-2020-data-and-charts.

32. Paddy Manning and Amy Remeikis, “Single Rail Deal to Galilee Basin,” Sydney Morning
Herald, March 12, 2013, http://www.smh.com.au/business/single-rail-deal-to-galilee-basin-
20130311-2fwen.html.

33. Greg Roberts, “Qld LNG Rivals Join up to Control Costs,” The Sydney Morning Herald,
July 04, 2013.

34. James Bourne and Irene Tang, “Duplication at Australia’s Three Curtis LNG Terminals,
Admits Santos VP,” Platts, n.d., http://www.platts.com/latest-news/natural-gas/Singapore/
Duplication-at-Australias-three-Curtis-LNG-terminals-27034250.

35. “Arrow’s Plan for Curtis Island LNG Plant Gets Green Light,” The Observer, September
2013, http://www.gladstoneobserver.com.au/news/Ing-plant-gets-green-light-on-curtis-
island/2016549/.

36. MacKenzie, “Is the Tide Turning on ‘Big Carbon’? The Surprising Step Change in the
Stranded Assets Debate.”

37. Hansard, “Senate Environment and Communications Legislation Committee:
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Great Barrier Reef) Bill
2013 - Thursday 23 May 2013,” 2013, 23.

38. Sophia Everett and Ross Robinson, “Supply Chain Inefficiencies: Regulation
Misdirected ? An Examination of Queensland’s Dalrymple Bay Coal Terminal,” Public
Infrastructure Bulletin 1, no. 6 (2007): 1.

39. Queensland Government, Queensland Ports Strategy Draft for Consultation, 25.



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

40. John McCarthy, “Feud over ‘Rushed’ Alpha Coal Project Approval,” The Courier-Mail, 2012.

41.  Government, Queensland Ports Strategy Draft for Consultation, 3.

42. See Budget strategy and outlook papers, e.g. Queensland Government, “Budget Speech
2013-2014,” 2013, 5.

43. CQ Consulting Group, Initial Advice Statement — Fitzroy Terminal Project, 2011, 7,
http://www.dsdip.qld.gov.au/assessments-and-approvals/fitzroy-terminal-project.html.

44. Aurecon, “Port of Gladstone Gatcombe and Golding Cutting Channel Duplication” no.
September (2012).

45. Everett and Robinson, “Supply Chain Inefficiencies: Regulation Misdirected ? An
Examination of Queensland’s Dalrymple Bay Coal Terminal,” 1.

46. For example, Adani proposes to duplicate ports at Abbot Point and the new Dudgeon
Point terminal at the Port of Hay Point to export coal from its proposed 60 million tonne
Carmichael coal mine in the Galillee Basin. See Adani Mining, “Carmichael Coal Mine and Rail
Project,” 2012, http://adanimining.com/Australia_ Carmichael_coal.

47. McCarthy, “Feud over ‘Rushed’ Alpha Coal Project Approval.”

48. Steven Wardill, “Tycoons Cliver Palmer and Gina Rinehart Battle for Galilee Basin
Railway Lines,” The Courier-Mail, 2012.

49. Steven Scott, “LNP’s Approach to Approving Alpha Coal Project Labelled ‘Shambolic’ by
Federal Environment Minister Tony Burke,” Courier Mail, n.d.

50. Queensland Government, Coal Plan 2030: Laying the Foundations of a Future, 2010, 22,
http://www.dlg.qld.gov.au/resources/plan/cg/coal-plan-2030.pdf.

51.  Ibid.

52. World Bank, “World DataBank - Global Economic Monitor (GEM) Commodities,”
accessed October 25, 2013, http://databank.worldbank.org/data/views/variableselection/
selectvariables.aspx?source=global-economic-monitor-%28gem%29-commodities

53. Queensland Government, State Budget 2008-09: Capital Statement, Budget Paper No.3,
2008, 15.

54. Department of Transport and Main Roads, Trade Statistics for Queensland Ports 2011-12,
2013, 34.

55. Department of State Development Infrastructure and Planning, Great Barrier Reef Ports
Strategy Economic Analysis, 18.

56. North Queensland Bulk Ports Corporation, NQBP Statement of Corporate Intent 2011-
2012, 2012, 21, http://www.ngbp.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/SCI-2011-2012-
Deletion-of-Commercially-Sensitive-Material-Aug-2012-Final1.pdf.

57.  CQ Consulting Group, Initial Advice Statement — Fitzroy Terminal Project, 7.
58. Gladstone Ports Corporation, 50 Year Strategic Plan, 7.

59. David Chen, Melissa Maddison, and William Rollo, “Debate Continues About Qld
Government’s Draft Ports Strategy,” ABC News, October 2013, http://www.abc.net.au/
news,/2013-10-18/debate-continues-about-qld-governments-draft-ports-strategy/5030712.

21



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication de

28

60. John McCarthy, “Public Servants Tasked with Approving Massive CSG Projects Were
Blindsided by Demands to Approve Two in Two Weeks,” Courier Mail, February 11, 2013.

61.  Andrew Fraser, “Newman to Speed up Approvals for Mining Projects,” The Australian,
October 15, 2013.

62. Ben Packham, “Koala Listing Another Example of Government ‘Greentape’, Says
Campbell Newman,” The Australian, April 2012.

63. Robyn Ironside, “Full List of Queensland Public Service Redundancies,” Courier Mail,
September 11, 2012.

64. Scott, “LNP’s Approach to Approving Alpha Coal Project Labelled ‘Shambolic’ by Federal
Environment Minister Tony Burke.”

65. “Alpha Coal Project Court Challenge Begins in Queensland,” Australian Mining,
September 17, 2013.

66. See appendix for details.
67. See appendix for details.
68. See appendix for details.

69. Sinclair Knight Merz and Asia-Pacific Applied Science Associates, Improved Dredge
Material Management for the Great Barrier Reef Region Synthesis Report, 2013, 5.

70.  Sinclair Knight Merz and Asia-Pacific Applied Science Associates, Improved Dredge
Material Management for the Great Barrier Reef Region Synthesis Report, 2013, 14.

71.  Infrastructure Australia and National Transport Commission, National Ports Strategy
Background Paper (Commonwealth of Australia, 2010).

72.  Queensland Government, Great Barrier Reef Ports Strategy: 2012 - 2022 - for Public
Consultation, 2012.

73.  Queensland Government, Queensland Ports Strategy Draft for Consultation.

74. Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics, Australian Bulk Commodity Exports and
Infrastructure — Outlook to 2025, 101 & 102.

75.  Ibid., 100.

76.  Department of Transport and Main Roads, “Coal Transport Infrastructure Development,”
accessed July 31, 2013, http://www.tmr.qld.gov.au/business-industry/Transport-sectors/
Multimodal-coal-and-minerals-infrastructure.aspx.

77.  Ports Australia, “Port Trade Statistics,” accessed July 31, 2013,
http://www.portsaustralia.com.au/tradestats/.

78.  Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics, Australian Bulk Commodity Exports and
Infrastructure — Outlook to 2025, 56, 59.

79. Lelong et al., The Window for Thermal Coal Investment Is Closing, 1.
80. Ports Australia, “Port Trade Statistics.”

81. Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics, Australian Bulk Commodity Exports and
Infrastructure — Outlook to 2025, 59.



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

82. Sinclair Knight Merz and Asia-Pacific Applied Science Associates, Improved Dredge
Material Management for the Great Barrier Reef Region Synthesis Report, 2013, 50.

83. Ibid., 52.

84. Australian Government and Queensland Government, Great Barrier Reef - Report Card
2011: Reef Water Quality Protection Plan, 2013, 5.

85. Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, “Ports and Shipping Information Sheert —
August 2012” no. August (2012): 10.

86. Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, “Ports and Shipping Information Sheet — May
2013” (Australian Government, 2013), 10.

87. Sinclair Knight Merz and Asia-Pacific Applied Science Associates, Improved Dredge
Material Management for the Great Barrier Reef Region Synthesis Report, 2013, 52.

88. Queensland Government Commonwealth of Australia, “Reef Water Quality Protection
Plan 2013” (2013): 13.

89. Commonwealth of Australia, Queensland Farmers’ Federation, Queensland Regional
NRM Groups Collective, “Reef Rescue Impact Statement” (2013).

29



Too Many Ports in a Storm: The risks of Queensland’s port duplication

30



CENTRE
FOR POLICY
DEVELOPMENT

Become an Ideas Sustainer - add your voice to ours!

CPD needs your help to develop a positive, evidence backed agenda for bringing our economy within
environmental limits.

Ideas can change Australia — we need 100 Ideas Sustainers so we can inject great ideas
into the debates that will decide the future of our environment, society and economy.

We need you to add your voice to ours: become an Ideas Sustainer now!

The Centre for Policy Development (CPD) is endorsed as an approved research institute so all donations
over $2 are tax-deductible. You can donate online at http://cpd.org.au/donate or fill in the form below.

YES! I want to become an Ideas Sustainer.

Contribution amount

[J $100 per month
[] $250 per month
[] $50 per month

[] $20 per month

[ Other monthly donation or [] one-off donation (please tick):
Personal details
Name:
Email: Phone:
Postal address:
Payment details
[] Cheque: Please make payable to the Centre for Policy Development and mail to us at:
Centre for Policy Development PO Box K3, Haymarket NSW 1240.
[] Direct Deposit: Centre for Policy Development Ltd, BSB 032006, Account 392 494
[] Credit card: []Visa [] MasterCard

Card holder name:

Card number: / / / Expiry date : /

Signature: Security code:

[0 Sign me up to the CPD! I'd like to receive CPD e-newsletters

[ Please tick this box if you do not want to be acknowledged on the CPD site.

Thank you for your support



CENTRE
FOR POLICY
DEVELOPMENT




